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Abstract

Over a decade ago, federal legislation required that handicapped
or exceptional children be educated "in the least restrictive
environment." The resulting "mainstreaming" of special children
in regular classrooms has caused certain expectancies and special
inclusion needs. The authors sought to identify expectations
among public school students in grades 6 through 8, as they
interacted in a required computer literacy class at the
middle school level. Q Methodology was used to examine the
expectations of 340 students, including those labeled
"handicapped." The investigation resulted in the
identification of five types of students. The investigation
revealed that a majority of the special students appeared to
function successfully in a regular classroom. The investigation
found reticence to be the major problem of one third of the
special students.
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Prior to the mid-1970s, children with intellectual,

physical, or emotional problems typically were educated

separately from other children. Several pieces of federal

legislation--Public Laws 94-142, 94-482, and Section 503 of the

Rehabilitation Act of 1973--have encouraged the inclusion of

exceptional persons in the mainstream of society and the American

educational system. These laws emphasize stress-free, appropriate

public education in the least restrictive environment, entrance

to vocational programs, individualized instructional programs,

accessibility of programs and facilities, and

nondiscriminatory practices for disabled children (Parks,

Taylor, Cox and Russell, 1981). Hence, special children can

now be "mainstreamed," or taught in the regular classroom.

While some parents have found the mainstreaming choice to be

a good one for their children, others have opted for the more

protective environment of the special education classroom (Marks,

1986, p. 90). Being physically included does not guarantee

emotional inclusion. When exceptional children are in separate

classes, they are in a unique environment geared specifically for

their needs. In special classes, the children may associate with

other special children, work in small classes, and be accepted as

similar to those around them. Although they may be "exceptional"

when mainstreamed, they are "typical" among other children with

dysfunctions. These exceptional children may experience a

stronger sense of community and inclusion when among other
/

children similarly labeled, particularly in early coping stages.
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When a child first realizes the impact of his or her disability,

for example, companionship from other children with disabilities

may be particularly helpful. Having a teacher trained in special

education also may prove advantageous for the child. Through

mainstreaming, however, special children may have an educational

experience more similar to that of other children and learn to

adapt better to society as a whole. The main concern is whether

mainstreaming will cause damage to a particular child's self-

esteem (Marks, 1986).

The number of handicapped children in the United States has

exceeded four million (Neisworth & Smith, 1983). Special

children may be identified by their peers as different because of

their development, appearance, size, coordination, speech, or

other factors. Thus, questions arise regarding the acceptance

and inclusion of special children by their peers. Perceived

differences could create problems in effective mainstreaming.

One area of concern is the behavior of special children. Student

behavioral problems act as an area of p t.ential conflict in

mainstreaming. Aggression, for example, may be a problem with

some special children:

Student aggression in the classroom has long been a

recurring problem for teachers of exceptional

students...Aggression may be displayed verbally or

physically to classmates or teachers. The aggression may

have devastating effects on the learning environment, and if

continued, pervasive long-term effects on a student's social

5
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maturation. A student who is aggressive to classmates elicits

aggression in return, and often becomes unpopular and

unhappy. (VanNagel, 1984)

Although it may be a difficult process, parents, school

personnel, and children can make mainstreaming work. "Ways have

been found to integrate students with severe disabilities into

public settings while maintaining and extending a necessary level

of quality and intensity of programming" (Ferguson & Searl,

1981). Yet relatively little is known about the perceptions of

mainstreamed children. Certainly, the advantages and

disadvantages of mainstreaming are significant concerns among

both parents and educators, and the expectations and inclusion

needs of exceptional children are among those concerns. The

nature of the expectations of children as related to self-esteem

in the regular classroom is the primary concern of this paper.

In particular, the authors examined interpersonal needs and

expectations among middle school students.

Relationship to Expectancy Theory

Whether we call them "handicapped," "special," or

"exceptional" children, the label immediately brings with it

certain expectations. Parents, teachers, administrators, and

fellow students view exceptional students as having special

needs and as differing in their abilities and functions. These

real and perceived differences have the potential for causing

unique expectancies among and about special students. Selove

(1984) defined expectancies as "those states of nind in which
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future events are imagined and judged in terms of probabilities"

(p. 4). If one considers the expectancy theory of Vroom (1964,

1965), one would anticipate that the effort and performance of

special children should relate to their perceived self-concept

regarding their assimilation in the mainstreamed classroom. If

the child, parent, teacher, or classmates have reservations about

the mainstreaming process, it may adversely affect the child's

motivation and success.

Vroom's expectancy theory has been used as a theoretical

basis for various research studies (e.g. Masen, 1984; Dossett &

Luce, 1984; Malloch & Micheal, 1981), some of which have proven

to be critical of the theory (Butler & Womer, 1985; Wilson, cone,

Busch, & Allee, 1983). Certainly, one would expect a highly

motivated special child to more successful in the mainstreamed

classroom than a poorly motivated special child and perhaps even

an unmotivated unlabeled child. If Maddux (1984) is correct, for

example, in that expectancy is a basic factor in psychological

and behavioral problems, expectancy could influence a child

positively or negatively, depending on the expectancy of the

child and those around him or her. As Henderson (1980)

explained: "How much a person is motivated depends on the

intensity of the needs and the degree of satisfaction

anticipated" (p. 623). By examining the self-esteem of a

child (and related expectancies), one should be able to

predict the child's performance.
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Inclusion, Affection, and Control

Schutz (1958) identified inclusion, affection and control as

the three major components of interpersonal communication. In

their extensive review of the literature pertaining to relational

communication, Burgoon and Hale (1984) identified 12

distinguishable dimensions but reported that "the three

traditional recognized dimensions of control, affection, and

inclusion are well represented across disciplinary perspectives,

theories, and the lines of empirical inquiry" (p. 210). These

three interpersonal needs were chosen as particularly significant

to the experiences of exceptional children.

Inclusion. According to Indvik and Fitzpatrick (1986),

"inclusion means attracting attention and interest and being

differentiated from others. Inclusion differs from affiliation

(or affection] in that it does not incorporate strong emotional

attachment and from control in that it emphasizes attention

rather than dominance" (p. 2). One might expect that

exceptional children--by virtue of being different--and their

differences being a source of attention--would readily feel

inclusion. Based on their review of literature, Indvik and

Fitzpatrick identified five factors of inclusion:

"accessibility, similarity, evaluation, stimulation, and

relational potential" (p. 2). One might expect mainstreamed

exceptional children to less easily attain some of these factors.

One should note, however, that Montgomery (1986) criticized

Indvik and Fitzpatrick for their conceptual and methodological

8
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decisions. Whether or not the five factors provide the most

valid theoretical constructs is irrelevant in a Q study such as

this one. The factors can serve as a way of looking at the

inclusion needs of exceptional children in the mainstreaming

process. The manner in which the subjects sort statements

reflecting these factors will determine the usefulness of the

constructs.

Accessibility. Mainstreaming makes exceptional children

accessible to other students. The accessibility component

probably represents the most important aspect of mainstreaming,

by providing special children with a greater variety of potential

experiences and acquaintances.

Similarity. In contrast, similarity represents the greatest

obstacle for inclusion of special children through mainstreaming.

When the child looks or acts differently from the other children,

he or she will not be perceived as similar. Yet the mainstreamed

child may be able to perceive more similarities than differences

with normal children. When one child was asked how handicapped

children were different from her, she responded "we're all pretty

much the same." Children who are used to being with exceptional

children from their earliest schooling may be better able to

perceive similarities, especially when certain physical or

developmental differences are less apparent.

Evaluation. Exceptional children may receive different

forms of evaluation in the regular classrooms as compared to the

special education classrooms, but when they are mainstreamed,

9
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special children may receive evaluation more similar to normal

children. Whether they are called " fun," ugly, smart, or one of

hundreds of other adjectives, they will receive evaluation which

helps shape their self expectations and their relations with

others. Additionally, the patterns of evaluation they

develop towards others in the class will help shape their

desircts to be included.

Stimulation. The dimension of stimulation shows high

potential for the mainstreaming process. Certainly the regular

classroom with its variety of students, abilities, and

experiences holds promise for stimulation of special children.

Relational Potential. Whether or not a child is in a

regular or special classroom, relational potential exists.

Special children can communicate with the children around them.

Although the communication patterns may differ--in hearing or

visually impaired, for example--the children have an opportunity

to develop relationships and expectations that the relationships

will continue of alter in the future.

Affiliation. Indvik and Fitzpatrick identified in the

literature four dimensions of the affection (or affiliation)

factor that appeared relevant to special children: acceptance,

openness, caring, and empathy (1986, p. 3).

Control. The abilities and dispositions of exceptional

children to control their environment is generally considered the

essential rationale for mainstreaming.

10
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Method

The original approach of this study was to apply Q

Methodology (Stephenson, 1953) to the study of the patterned

perceptions of special children who have been mainstreamed into a

required middle school class. In the study of interpersonal

perceptions--an area in which researchers are still developing

its component factors--Q Methodology shows promise. With over

1500 studies using Q Methodology or Q Technique to date (Brown,

1986), the method has proven useful in research in communication,

education, and special education (e.g. Barchak, 1984; Cragan &

Shields, 1981; Stephen, 1985; Hansen & Fillmore, 1983; Nelson,

1984; Flog, 1982).

The authors modified a structured Q sort which was developed

for the purpose of measuring one's communication self-concept

(Nitcavic, 1979). At the foundation of the sort were the needs

for inclusion, affiliation, and control. Because one's abilities

are important when accounting for the perceptions of special

students, statements related to perceived ability also were

included.

The Q sort contained 48 statements, half semantically

positive and half semantically negative. Twelve questions each

were constructed to reflect perceptions of inclusion, affection,

control, and ability.

Subjects. The subjects were students in required computer

literacy classes in a midwestern county school of 700 students.

The students ranged in classification from the 6th through the

ii
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8th grades. Approximately 500 students completed the Q sort,

including exceptional students who were mainstreamed in the

computer literacy classes (17% were labeled mildly mentally

handicapped, learning disabled, physically handicapped, or low

reading ability). All classes were instructed by the same

teacher, who was certified in elementary education and special

education.

Administration. The Q sorts were administered on a single

day to each class, at the end of the fourth week of a six-week

course. Standard protocols were followed. Students did ask

questions, however, about the procedure. The students were asked

to sort the statements "as you see yourself in this class." The

student had approximately 40 minutes to complete th,e sort.

Although students were aska to place a statement on the

floor once they had recorded its number, many students recorded

numbers more than once or failed to complete the sort in the

allotted time. A few Q sorts were modified (i.e., completed)

when the student failed to place the last few numbers in the

neutral area of the sort. In cases where the students used

numbers more than once--hence failing to use all numbers- -

the Q sort was not included in the data analysis. While

approximately one fourth of the sorts of unlabeled students

were disqualified from analysis, approximately half of the

sorts of special students were excluded. No sort completed

by a mildly mentally handicapped student was usable.

12
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Analysis. The data were analyzed using QUANAL (Van

Tubergen), a program designed to process Q sorts. The program

computes correlations between sorts and submits the results to

factor analysis. Varimax rotation was requested.

Because the number of subjects (N = 340) exceeded the

capacity of QUANAL, the data were partitioned. The analyses

produced four, three-factor solutions, each accounting for

approximately 40 percent of the variance among the sorts. The

typal arrays associated with the factors were analyzed again.

This second-order factor analysis again yielded a three-factor

solution accounting for over 76 percent of the variance among the

individual typal arrays. When factors are reflected, meaning

individual sorts load negatively on them, QUANAL creates a new

type from the negatively loading sorts. Because both factors 1

and 2 were reflected, five types resulted from the three-factor

solution. The individual sorts of the 350 subjects were

correlated with the master types to identify each individual's

"type."

Results

Among the 340 subjects, 58 failed to load significantly

(p < .01) on any of the master types. Thirty three special children

and 244 unlabeled children loaded purely on one and only one

type; 38 subjects correlated significantly with more than one

master type. (See Table 1)

t3
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Table 1

SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS TO MASTER TYPES
(Numbers off the diagonal indicate

individuals loading on more
than one type)

Type
1 2 3 4 5

Type
1 161 8 16 5

2 25 3

3 30 5

4 20 1

5
8

The correlations among types (see Table 2) indicate that type 1,

type 2, and type 3 are distinctly different. Type 4 and type 5

are significantly related, in a negative direction, to type 2 and

type 3 respectively. Additionally, type 4 and type 5 are

significantly related, indicating they are variations on an

underlying theme.

Tab'.e 3 presents the distribution of "pure" factor loading

among special and unlabeled students.

14
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Table 2

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TYPES

1

2

3

4

5

1

1.000

2

.101

1.000

Type
3

-.077

-.067

1.000

4

.188

-.669

.429

1.000

5

.255

.101

-.600

-.106

1.000

The array for each type appears at the end of this document.

Below is a brief description of each type.

Table 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PURE TYPES

Type
None 1 2 3 4 5

Special student 12 12 5 1 10 5

Unlabeled 46 149 20 29 10 3

Type 1: The Capable. Most salient to the type 1

person were statements pertaining to inclusion and affiliation.

Eight of the 12 inclusion statements were placed at least one

standard deviation higher than were the average placements by the

other four types. The type 1 student claimed to like most of the



Handicapped Inclusion 15

students in the class and to think they are "great people" who

are friendly. Type 1 students perceived positive relational

potential by indicating they think they will stay friends with a

lot of the students in the class and by disagreeing most strongly

with the statement "I won't have much to do with the students in

this class once it's over." The type 1 students not only were

attracted to classmates but also looked toward future

relationships with their peers.

Although the type 1 students viewed their abilities

positively, they appeared to be more concerned with positive

social relationships than with their abilities. Ability

statements at least one standard deviation from the center of the

sort pertained to their ability to learn quickly and easily,

their confidence in both their ideas and their ability to

organize ideas, and to their ability to speak without mannerisms.

Similarly, the type 1 students tended to look positively at their

ability to control but placed control statements toward the

center of the sort. Their agreement with the negative control

statement "I don't like to argue with other students" and their

disagreement with the positive statement "I usually try to get

others to do things my way" suggests they limit efforts to

control in order to meet their substantial needs for inclusion

and affiliation.

Of the students with a pure typal loading, 27 percent of the

special students and 58 percent of the unlabeled students loaded

on this factor. While it is not surprising that more unlabeled
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students considered themselves capable than did special students,

it is noteworthy that over one out of four special students

viewed themselves so favorably. Well over half of all of the

students loaded on type 1.

Type 2: The Ego. Type 2 students appeared to be

preoccupied with their abilities and their need to control. Of

the ten statements with which type 2 students most strongly

agreed, four pertained to the positive assessment of their

abilities and four to their desire to control. Similarly, they

disagreed most strongly with two negative statements relating to

control. In virtually a misanthropic manner, they most strongly

agreed that students in the class are boring and aren't worth

listening to and strongly disagreed that there were a lot of

great people in the class. Although they claimed that they do

not avoid engaging in conversation, they did so less strongly

than did the other types. Their assertions that they do not

avoid arguments or class discussion appeared related to their

need to communicate in less intimate situation.

Although a slightly higher percentage of special students

(11 percent) than unlabeled students (8 percent) loaded on type

2, the difference was minimal.

Type 3: The Outcast. Type 3 students tended to agree with

negative statements and disagree with positive ones pertaining to

inclusion, control and affiliation. On the other hand, they

claimed strong scholarly abilities. Feelings of alienation
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appeared to be salient among type 3 students. They reacted

strongly and negatively to statements pertaining to affiliation:

their feelings are easily hurt, they don't know how others feel,

they don't like to talk about themselves, and they fail to see

other students as caring about them. Additionally, they

perceived an inability to express their thoughts and feelings.

Their placement of control statements indicated they lack the

skills and attitudes needed to control their environment. They

most strongly disagreed with the statement that they try to get

others to do things their way. Their strong endorsement of

having the teacher enforce class rules suggested they desire

external control in their environment. Noteworthy was the

tendency of type 3 students to place statements pertaining to

inclusion toward the center of the sort. There were, however,

major exceptions. One of the two statements with which they most

strongly disagreed was "I have a lot in common with the students

in this class." Additionally, they agreed fairly strongly with

the item "Other students don't seem to understand my thoughts and

feelings." Both inclusion statements pertain co perceived

similarity.

While only one special student (2 percent) loaded on type 3,

29 unlabeled students (over 11 percent) conformed most closely to

the outcast.

Type 4: The Reticent. Type 4 students appeared to be

reticent. Although they liked the students in the class and them

friendly, type 4 students were sensitive individuals who did not

18
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like to argue, speak up in class, or speak about themselves.

More than any other type, they claimed not express their

feelings, instead preferring to fade into the background. Their

lack of confidence in general was supported by their negative

views concerning their communication and academic skills.

Although they endorsed inclusion statements pertaining to

evaluation and relational potential, they tended to reject

sentiments dealing with accessibility and similarity. In other

words, they seemed to like and want to stay (or perhaps become)

friends with their peers, but reported they are different from

others and have problems getting close to their peers.

While nearly one quarter of the special students loaded on

type 4, only 4 percent of unlabeled students did. Half of the

reticent students in this sample were special students.

Type 5: The Okay Kid. Statements pertaining to inclusion,

affiliation, and control respectively appeared at the extreme

positions of this sort. These students tended to agree with

positive statements and disagree with negative statements

pertaining to inclusion and affiliation. The reverse held for

statements pertaining to control. When compared to type 1

students, type 5 students indicated a perception of lower ability

a less favorable evaluation of their peers, and a greater

tendency to argue. Type 5 students not only indicated a

perception of similarity to their peers but also reported a high

need for affiliation. Hence, they appeared less reticent than

type 4 students. Although type 5 students seemed to know their

19
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limitations, they claimed not to let them interfere with their

willingness to communicate with others. They reported they feel

basically accepted by others and have few cares.

Although on 8 students loaded on type 5, 5 were special

students. Only 1 percent.of the unlabeled students conformed to

this description.

Conclusions

The results of the investigation suggest Q is a useful

technique for examining the interrelation: hips among

interpersonal needs of adolescents. Five significant types of

students emerged. The types accounted for approximately 40

percent of the variance among the sorts.

The majority of the students emerged as type 1 (The Capable)

or failed to emerge on any factor. While the methodology used

may have failed to measure the attitudes of 17 percent of the

students, an alternative explanation is that the students

randomly assigned numbers to the Q sort. Type 2 (The Ego), type

3 (The Outcast), and type 4 (The Reticent) each described from 8

to 12 percent of the students. Little more than 1 percent

emerged on type 5 (The Okay Kid), and the majority were special

students.

Only The Capable and The Okay Kid appeared to view their

relationships with peers positively. For the most part, they

indicated high inclusion and high affection for their peers. The

Okay Kids lacked the confidence, the ability, and (probably) the

social skills of The Capable students, yet did not let weaknesses

20
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interfere were their stressing their similarities with other

students. Both unlabeled and exceptional children loaded on

these factors, indicating a successful experience in

mainstreaming in these cases.

In almost equal percentages, special and unlabeled students

loaded on type 2 (The Ego), a type indicating negative

expectancies. Such individuals appeared to be more preoccupied

with their abilities and their need to control than with their

inclusion and affection needs. Perhaps such individuals have

failed to learn ways to give and seek inclusion, The

possibilities deserve additional investigation.

Type 3 (The Outcast) reported considerable alienation.

Although over 10 percent of the unlabeled students conformed to

this misanthropic profile, the pattern was rare among special

students. While they reportedly possessed academic abilities,

the Outcasts perceived themselves as substantially different from

their peers. It may be that academically or creatively talented

students see themselves as less like their peers than do special

students. The extent of such extreme lack of inclusion combined

with considerable perceptions of lack of control warrants serious

investigation of such unlabeled students. Perhaps there is a

group of "socially disabled" or "alienated" students who are

missing classification as "emotionally disturbed."

Half of the students labeled "The Reticent" were special

children. While one third of the special children reported type

4 characteristics, only 4 percent of the unlabeled students did.

These individuals appeared to wish to be included. On the other

21
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hand, they appeared to lack confidence and skills to communicate

with others. Perhaps communication professionals best contribute

to managing the problems of the special student by helping

teachers learn to deal with reticent individuals.

In follow-up investigations, the authors will seek to

identify the behaviors and performances associated with the four

interpersonal types.

22
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ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE 1

"--ITEM-DYSCRIPT I ON -----Z-SCORE

47. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE FRIENDLY. 1.83
44. THINK I TILL STAY FRIENDS WITH A LOT OF 1.81

----THE-STUDENTS 1N'- THIS'- CLASS.
37. I LIKE MOST OF THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS. 1.73
1. THERE ARE A LOT OF GREAT PEOPLE IN THIS 1.36

CLASS.
nt-i-I-L-E-ARN-QUTCKL Y A NO-E-A-S-I-L-Y -1.12

40. I HAVE GREAT CONFIDENCE IN MANY OF MY OWN 1.06
IDEAS.

26. I DON'T LIKE TO ARGUE WITH OTHER STUDENTS. 1.03
111-1EN-1 -PE-E1.--T-IM-RI offri-T-SPEAK UP. 1.01

39. I CAN DO THE ASSIGNMENTS IN THIS CLASS 1.00
RATHER QUICKLY AND EASILY.41. I ADAPT AND ADJUST WELL TO THE REACT IONS OF 0.95
-PEOPL-E-1-1/4--TAtriNts-TD.

15. OTHER STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS WILL HELP ME 0.83
OUT IF I HAVE A PROBLEM.

5. I HAVE A LOT IN COMMON WITH THE STUDENTS IN 0.82
HIS-A-SS .

38. I

T
THINK THE TEACHER SHOULD MAKE STUDENTS 0.82

OBEY CLASS RULES.
2. I LIKE TO BE SEEN AND HEARD. IT MAKES ME 0.74

L-FEE GOOD --TO-KNOW-THA1--VM -IMPRESSING
OTHERS.

48. I USUALLY LET PEOPLE KNOW IF I LIKE OR 0.69
DISLIKE THEM OR WHAT'S HAPPENING.

46. PEOPLE -IN-THIS 'CL-ASS-SEEM -TO-CARE-ABOUT-ME ----0.66
AS A PERSON.

31. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS LIKE ME THE WAY 0.50
I AM.

19. -I FL-EL-FREE -TO-TE-L-L-DTHER-STI.IDEN TS-W HAT-I-- ---0.48
THINK AND FEEL ABOUT THINGS.

43. I'M BETTER AT SOME THINGS THAN MOST OF THE 0.42
STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.

21. I EXPRESS-MYSEL-f CLEARL-Y -ONLY-ON -THOSE 0.37
SUBJECTS I KNOW WELL.

4. WHEN I SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS, I USUALLY 0.36
COME ACROSS COOL AND COLLECTED, EVEN WHEN

I-- I M-NERVOUS-z-
II. I LIKE THE SURPRISES THAT COME WHEN I TALK- 0.31

TO PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS.
45. WHEN SOMETHING REALLY UPSETS ME, I MUST 0.26

TALK" TO SOMECNE ABOUT IT.-
36. ALL IN ALL, I USE MY VOICE AND BODY WELL 0.17

WHEN I TALK.
16. I DON'T LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MYSELF. 0.10
17. IT BOTHERS ME WHEN OTHER STUDENTS DON'T 0.12

LIKE -WHAT-111.1.--DOING; --

26. I OFTEN FIND IT DIFFICULT TO EXPRESS WHAT I 0.12
FEEL INSIDE OF ME.

27. OTHER STU:),ENTS THINK I'M SMART. 0.11
42. 1''+t 'FETTER THAN-MOST STUDENTS 'AT KNOWING

HO'n OTHERS FEEL.
S. MY FEELINGS ARE EASILY HURT WHEN OTHER
STUDENTS PUT ME NM,.

12. WHEN OTHER-STUDENTS-TN -THIS-CL-ASS ARE -0.3C
HAVING PROBLEMS, I FIGURE IT'S NONE OF MY
BUSINESS.

25. OTHER STUDENTS DON T SEEM TO_UNDEASTAND MY -0.64
-THOUGHTS AND---FE-EL-INGS.
3. MOST STUDENTS I KNOW TALK AND LIKTEN BETTER -3.69
THAN I DO.

34. I DON'T LIKE TO SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS -0.91
-BECAUSE-I-GET-REAL-NERVOUS.
20. IT'S HARD FOR ME TO TALK OTHERS INTO DOING -0.92

THINGS.
33. I STICK OUT AS BEING DIFFERENT FRDM MOST -0.95

STUD .

30. I'M NOT AS INTERESTING AS MOST STUDENTS IN -1.00
THIS CLASS.

29. I'D RATHER WATCH AND LISTEN THAN GET INTO A -1.00
'CONVERSATION. "

27: TEND YLFENFT4 HMAzMIN UR AS_THERS -1.09
-1.08

PUT PRESSURE ON ME.
6. -W HEN" 1--T A LK -,--1"1-1A-VE-MANN ERTSMS-T H A T- -----1.09
DISTRACT FROM MY SPEAKING.

35. I USUALLY TRY TO GET OTHERS TO DO THINGS MY -1.20
WAY.

---1-Er.-MOS7-STUDENTS-IN-TH IS-CL-ASS-AR I.30
14. I FEEL UNEASY AROUND MOST STUDENTS IN THIS -1.45

CLASS.
32. OTHER STUDENTS SEEM TO IGNORE ME. -1.46

-- 22. -MOST STUDENTS-IN THIS CLASS-AREN'T-WORTH----- -1.59
LISTENING TO.

23. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE BORING. -1.77

IN "THIS-CLASS "ONCE 'IT'S
-1.78B. I WON'T HAVE MUCH TO DO WITH THE STUDENTS



ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FGR TYPE 2

1.58
1.57

1.54
1.45

ITEM DESCRIPTION

23. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE BORING.
40. I HAVE GREAT CONFIDENCE IN MANY OF MY OWN
---117EAs.
13. WHEN I FEEL I'M RIGHT, I SPEAK UP.
22. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS AREN'T WORTH

LISTENING TO.
K J ur imE 1.3o

STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
48. I USUALLY LET PEOPLE KNOW IF I LIKE OR 1.26

DISLIKE THEM OR WHAT'S HAPPENING.
39. 1 L.AI ,

,. I IS 61-Abb 1.19
RATHER QUICKLY AND EASILY.

2. I LIKE TO BE SEEN AND HEARD. IT MAKES ME 1.08
FEEL GOOD TG KNOW THAT I'M IMPRESSING
IiiHtKb.

36. ALL IN ALL, I USE MY VOICE AND BODY WELL 1.08
WHEN I TALK.

41. I ADAPT AND ADJUST WELL TO THE REACTIONS OF 1.05
lotoeLt iwm IAIKINb ill.

16. I DON'T LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MYSELF. 1.04
10. IN GENERAL, I LEARN QUICKLY AND EASILY. 0.90
8. MOST STUDENTI_INIBII_CLASSARE RUDE. 0.79
'S. 1 Pt'cl. ritEtTu TELLo7HERSTUDENTS WHAT I 0.-72

THINK AND FEEL ABOUT THINGS.
35. I USUALLY TRY TO GET OTHERS TO DO THINGS MY 0.59

WAY.
4. WHtN 1 SPtAK UP IN iHIS LLASS, i USIMMU--------0741g

COME ACROSS COOL AND COLLECTED. EVEN WHEN
I'M NERVOUS.

31. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS LIKE ME THE WAY 0.45TAM.
25. OTHER STUDENTS DON T SEEM TO UNDERSTAND MY 0.35

THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS.
27. OTHER STUDENTS THINK I'M SMART. 0.36
7I.-1-1117R-M-NYbtLr 6LtAHEY-ITRLY-0157THub= -"DM

SUBJECTS I KNOW wELL.
11. 1 LIKE THE SURPRISES THAT COME WHEN I TALK 0.32

TO PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS.
J... OTmtK s-TuucNTS IN THIS CLASS MILL HELP mt 07.28

OUT IF I HAVE A PROBLEM.
46. PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS SEEM TD CARE ABOUT ME 0.25

AS A PERSDN.
K U 1 I. 'usl J724

STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
44. I THINK I WILL STAY FRIENDS WITH A LOT OF 0.14

THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.

..... 8. I.WON'T HAVE MUCH TO DO WITH THE_MPENTS. _0.,12____IN THIS -CLASS ONCE-111S OVER.
42. I'M BETTER THAN MOST STUDENTS AT KNOWING -0.01HOW OTHERS FEEL.
17. IT BOTHERS ME WHEN_OTHER 5TUDENTS_DON!T__ -0.14LIKE WHAT I'M DOING. - -_

12. hHEN OTHER 5TUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE
HAVING PROBLt:MS. I FIGURE IT'S NONE OF MY

-3.16
BUSINESS.

23. I CJFTEN FIND IT DIFFICUCT-TO-EXPRESS'WHAT I- -3.33FEEL INSIDE OF ME.
45. WHEN SOMETHING REALLY UPSETS ME, I MUST -3.53
_TALK TO.SOMEONE__ABOUT_IT.
6. WHEN I TALK, I HAVE MANNERI-YRS-TH4V -;0.55-DISTRACT FROM MY SPEAKING.
3. MOST STUDENTS I KNOW TALK AND LIKTEN BETTER -0.55

_THAN _I_ DO.
37. I LIKE MDT-15F-11:1C-MOKT-S-IN-71-113-CroM. -0.6747. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE FRIENDLY. -0.7132. OTHER STUDENTS SEEM TO IGNORE ME. -0.74
24. .I_HAVE_DIFFJCULTY ORGANLZING MY_IDEAS.. =0.89
7.-I TEND TO GIVE IN-RATHER EASILY WHEN OTHERS -0.98PUT PRESSURE ON ME.

30, I'M NOT AS INTERESTING AS MOST STUDENTS IN -1.03THIS_CL4S.S.
S. I HAVE A COT-ItTni.iimiT2Y-Frail-ffu-baltiii--71705---
THIS CLASS.

14. I FEEL UNEASY AROUND MOST STUDENTS IN THIS -1.17
_ CLASS.
9. MY FEEiINGr'ARE"EASILY HURT-WHEN-OTHER--- =1..21STUDENT PUT ME DUWN.

20. IT'S HARD FUR ME TO TALK OTHERS INTO DOING -1.29THINGS.
'29; I'D RATHER-WATCH ANOLrSTEN-THAN-GET-INTO-A -----1.34"-

CONVERSATIoN.
34. I DON'T LIKE TO SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS -1.48

BECAUSE I GET REAL NERVOUS.
-1. THERE ARE A- LOT OF GREAT PEOPLE -WTHIS----" ---I-.52CLASS.

26. I DON'T LIKE TO ARGUE WITH OTHER STUDENTS. -2.0038. I THINK THE TEACHEKAHOULD MAKE sruogNys -4.1_4_OBEYCLASS-RUCES:



ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE 3

--ITEM-DESCRIPTION Z-SCORE
9. MY FEELINGS ARE EASILY HURT WHEN OTHER 1.71
STUDENTS PUT ME DOWN.

17. IT'BOTHERS'NE'WHEN 'ETHER-STUDENTS-DON'T 1.65
LIKE WHAT I'M DOING.

39. I CAN DO THE ASSIGNMENTS IN THIS CLASS 1.52
RATHER QUICKLY AND EASILY.

-----1OZ-1N-GENERALT-t-tEARN-1U1OK-t-Y-AND-EASTL7:------ 1.-50-
28. I OFTEN FIND IT DIFFICULT TO EXPRESS WHAM I 1.46

FEEL INSIDE OF ME.
38. I THINK THE TEACHER SHOULD MAKE STUDENTS 1.44

'DBEY CLASS RULES;
25. OTHER STUDENTS DON T SEEM TO UNDERSTAND MY 1.43

THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS.
26. I DON'T LIKE TO ARGUE WITH OTHER STUDENTS. 1.42
43;.--TIM*13ETTER AT SOME -TFTINGS-THAN-MOST-DF-THE"----- "1:32

STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
16. I DON'T, LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MYSELF.

i:ig18. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE RUDE.
0.85-32; OTHER 'STUDENTS EM 1D -1-G-NORE--Mc .

40. I HAVE GREAT CONFIDENCE IN MANY OF MY OWN 0.79
IDEAS.

14. I FEEL UNEASY AROUND MOST STUDENTS IN THIS 0.71CLASS: - -

33. I STICK OUT AS BEING DIFFERENT FROM MOST 0.57
STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.

25. I'D RATHER WATCH ANC LISTEN THAN GET INTO A 0.47
CONVERSATION.- .._

34. I DON'T LIKE TO SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS 3.45
BECAUSE I GET REAL NERVOUS.

23. IT'S HARD FOR ME TO TALK OTHERS INTO DOING 0.3

45. wHEN SOMETHING REALLY UPSETS ME, I MUST 0.2:',
TALK TO SOMEONE ABOUT IT.

21. I EXPRESS MYSELF CLEARLY ONLY Cis THOSE 0.20
SUuJECTS *IKNOw WELL.

22. M3ST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS AREN'T WORTH 0.26
LISTENING TO.

12. WHEN OTHER STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE -3.12
HAVING-PROBLEMS,---1-fIGURE-IT'S-NONE-OF-MY
BUSINESS.

30. I'M NOT AS INTERESTING AS MOST STUDENTS IN -3.14
THIS CLASS.

2. I LIKE TO BE 'SEEN AND HEARD. IT MAKES ME -3.18
FEEL GOOD TO KNOW THAT I'M IMPRESSING
OTHERS.

23. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE BORING. -3.26
13. wHEN I FEEL I'M RIGHT, I SPEAK UP. -0.33
'fS. I WON'T-HAVE-MUCH-10 33 WITH "THEE 51UDENTS -0.38IN THIS CLASS ONCE IT'S OVER._
41. I ADAPT AND ADJUST .ELL TO THE REACTIONS OF -0.29PEOPLE I'M TALKING TO.
43. ; USUALLY 'LET-PEOPLE KN:'.4 IF I LIKE OR -0.43

CISLIKE THE 0; wH.T'S HAPPENIN.
7. I TEND 72 GIVE IN :1ATHEr. EA.ALY WHEN OTHERS -3.45PUT PRESSUAE uN ME.
U. I LIKE THE SU;:PRISES THAT COME WHEN I TALK -0.47

TC PEOPLE I% THIS CLASS.
24. I HAVE DIFFICULTY .JEGANIZING MY IDEAS. -J.57
37. I LIKE MOST OF THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS. -0.00
27. OTHER-STUDENTS-THINK I'M SMART. .

-0.62
47. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE FRIENDLY. -0.62
3. MJST STUDENTS I KWh, TALK AND LIKTEN BETTER -3.69
THAN I DO.

-44..--I-THINK-T-WILt-STAY-FRIENDS-WITH A 'LUTE OF -----:0.76THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
36. ALL IN ALL, I USE MY VOICE AND BODY WELL -0.84

-31-."TRE-STUDENi-S-1N-THIS-OtASS-t1KE"ME 'THE -WAY- -0 86
I AM.

1. THERE ARE A LOT OF GREAT PEOPLE IN THIS -0.94CLASS.
15. OTHER STUDENTS-IN THIS CLASS WILL HELP ME -1.05

OUT IF I HAVE A PROBLEM.
4. (+HEN I SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS. I USUALLY -1.06COME ACROSS COOL AND COLLECTED, EVEN WHEN

IIM'NERVOUS-. . _.

42. I'M BETTER THAN MOST STUDENTS AT KNOWING -1.19H3 OTHERS FEEL.
19. I FEEL FREE TO TELL OTHER STUDENTS WHAT I -1.23THINK'AND FEEL ABOUT THINGS.
6. wIJEN I TALK, I HAVE MA:NEKISMS THAT -1.33DISTRACT FR3M MY SPEAKING.

46. PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS SEEM TO CARE ABOUT ME -1.72AS A PERSON.'
5.

THIS L
I

HAVE AA SLOT
SLOT IN COMMON WITH THE STUDENTS IN -1.76

35. I USUALLY TRY TC GET OTHERS TO DU THINGS MY -1.79
WAY. .



ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE 4

ITMR-DEURTPTION Z:=Stal
26. I DON'T LIKE TO ARGUE WITH OTHER STUDENTS. 2.793 MY FEELINGS ARE EASILY HURT WHEN OTHER 1.97

-STUDENTS-PUT-ME-DOWN.
34. I DON'T LIKE TQ SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS 1.72BECAUSE I GET REAL NERVOUS.
37. I LIKE MOST OF THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS. 1.63
413. I urTtrr riND-TI-UIFFICuLT TO EAPRESS wmAT I 174.oFEEL INSIDE OF ME.
47. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE FRIENDLY. 1.3638. I THINK THE TEACHER SHOULD MAKE STUDENTS 1.21UM-CLASS RULES.
1.

CLASS
THERE ARE A LOT OF GREAT PEOPLE IN THIS 1.16

25. alitareATRDIEBIRacil SEEM TO UNDERSTAND MY 1.06
c S.

24. I HAVE DIFFICULTY ORGANIZING MY IDEAS. C.9616. I DON'T LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MYSEL. 0.7230. I'M NOT AS INTERESTING AS MOST STUDENTS IN 0.64IRIS LLASS.
44. I THINK I WILL STAY FRIENDS WITH A LOT OF 0.57THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
33. I STICK OUT AS BEING DIFFERENT FROM MOST 0.51

STUDENTS -T R-TRIS CLAss.
32. OTHER STUDENTS SEEM TO IGNORE ME. 0.3712. WHEN OTHER STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE 0.35HAVING PROBLEMS, I FIGURE IT'S NONE OF MY

---------BUSTN-ESS7-
3. MOST STUDENTS I KNOW TALK AND LIKTEN BETTER 0.27

T!--AN I DO.
7. I TEND TO GIVE IN RATHER EASILY WHEN OTHERS 0.25------Pui eft..:UKE UN M.

29.
CO
I'D

ERSAT
RATHER

N.
HATCH AND LISTEN THAN GET INTO A 0.14NVIO

43. I'M BETTER AT SOME THINGS THAN MOST OF THE 0.10STUDENTS -TN THTh LLA6b.
39. I CAN DO THE ASSIGNMENTS IN THIS CLASS 0.07RATHER QUICKLY AND EASILY.
45. WHEN SOMETHING REALLY UPSETS ME, I MUST -0.10TAU Tu SUMcCNc ADDUT 11.
14. I FEEL UNEASY AROUND MOST STUDENTS IN THIS -0.17CLASS.
6. WHEN I TALK, I HAVE MANNERISMS THAT -0.22ulsIRALJ HiJM MY s7E-AX1Nu.
18. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE RUDE. -0.2210. IN GENERAL, I LEARN QUICKLY AND EASILY. -0.2920. IT'S HARD FOR ME TO TALK OTHERS INTO DOING --0.30iHiNo6.

15. OTHER STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS WILL HELP -0.32.OUT IF-1"HAvEA PROBLEM.
13. WHEN I FEEL I'M RIGHT, I SPEAK UP. -0.35
5. I HAVE A LUT IN COMMON WITH THE STUDENTS IN -0.39THIS CLASS.

21. I EXPRESS MYSELF CLEARLY ONLY UN THOSE -3.42SUOJECTS I RN6w WELL.
42. I'M BETTER THAN MOST STUDENTS AT KNOWING -;0.44H3w OTHERS FEEL.
19. I FEEL FREE TO TELL OTHER STUDENTS wHAT 1 -0.45THINK AND FEEL ABOUT THINGS.
31. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS LIKE ME THE WAY -0.45

I AM.
17. IT BOTHERS MEWHEN-OTHER-STUDENTS-DON0T------- --0.47

LIKE WHAT I'M DOING.
11. I LIKE THE SURPRISES THAT COME WHEN I TALK -3.55TC PEOPLE_JN-.IMIS__CLASS.
46. PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS SEEM---TdC-4KEABOUTRE-----=-04---

AS A PERSON.
4C. I HAVE GREAT CONFIDENCE IN MANY OF MY OWN -0.65IDEAS.
417 ADApy-AN-D-4-nosr-acir-yoYAr-artitri-mir-05-------0.79PEOPLE I'M TALKING TU,
8. I 'ADN'T HAVE MUCH TO DO WITH THE STUDENTS -3.91
IN THIS.CLASS. ONCE IT'S OVER.,

2. I LIKE TO bE SEEN.AND HEARD. -IT-KAKES-ME----- -1.19FEEL GOOD TO KNOW THAT I'M IMPRESSING
OTHERS.

27. OTHER STUDENTS THINK I'M SMART. -1.2836. ALL IN ALL, I USE MY VOICE AND BODY-WELC--------1.33
whEN I TALK.

48. I USUALLY LET PEOPLE KNOW IF I LIKE OR -1.33DISLIKE THEk' OR WHAT'S HAPPENING.
22. MOST STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS AREN'T WORTH -1.38LISTENIAG TC.
4. WHEN I SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS, I USUALLY -1.43COME ACROSS COOL AND COLLECT9U PVEN WHEN

I'M NERVOUS:-
35. I USUALLY TRY TO GET OTHERS TO DO THINGS MY -1.60WAY.
23. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE BORING. -1.65



ITEM DESCRIPTIONS AND DESCENDING ARRAY OF Z-SCORES FOR TYPE 5

ITEM-DESLRIPTION
5. I HAVE A LOT IN COMMON WITH THE STUDENTS IN 2.23THIS CLASS.

47. -MOST -STUDENTS IN-TKIS-CLASS 'ARE-FRIENDLY.' ----31. THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS LIKE ME THE WAY 1.80I AM.
37. I LIKE MOST OF THE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS. 1.40-44. -THINK-I-WIL-L-ST-AY-FRIENDS-WITH-A-L-OT-OFTHE STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
46. PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS SEEM TO CARE ABOUT ME 1.40AS A PERSON.

10 TELV-GTHER-STUDbNts WHAT- T .10THINK AND FEEL ABOUT THINGS.
34. I DON'T LIKE TO SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS 1.00BECAUSE I GET REAL NERVOUS.
IT. I LIRE' -SLIM ISFS.-THAT-COME-WEN L K U.90TO PEOPLE IN THIS CLASS.
33. I STICK OUT AS BEING DIFFERENT FROM MOST 0.90STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
-6-. 'WHEN -I -T-A -M-ANNERISMS-THrfDISTRACT FROM MY S ?EAKING.
21. I EXPRESS MYSELF CLEARLY ONLY ON THOSE 0.50SUBJECTS I KNOB WELL.

-MOST STUDENTS- TN -THTS--CrA'S-5-ARETV7--WORTH ------ar5oLISTENING TO.
24. I HAVE DIFFICULTY ORGANIZING MY IDEAS. 0.50.50. ALL IN ALL, I USE 4Y VOICE AND BODY WELL 0.50WHEN I TALK.'
18. MOST STUUENTS IN THIS CLASS ARE RUDE. 0.4029. I'D RATHER WATCH AND LISTEN THAN GET INTO A 0.40CONVERSATION.
15. OTHSR-STUOtNTS-IN THIS- CLASS-wILL-HELP-ME---- 0:40OUT IF I HAVE A PROBLEM.
4G. I NAVE GREAT CONFIDENCE IN MANY OF MY OWN 0.0IDEAS.
1. ThERE AREA LOT OF GREAT-PEOPLE IN THIS 0.40CLASS.

48. i USUALLY LET PEOPLE KNOW IF I LIKE OR 0.40DISLIKE THEN. OR WHAT'S HAPPENING.
23. ThE STU3ENTS -IN 4HPS-CtASS-ARE-BORING. 0.302. I LIKE TO BE SE::N AND HEARD. IT MAKES ME 0.30FEEL GOOD TO KNOri THAT I'M IMPRESSING

CTHERS.
4. WHEN I SPEAK UP IN THIS CLASS,' I 'USUALLY 0.20COPE ACROSS COOL ANC COLLECTED, EVEN WHEN1°F NERVOUS.
3. MOST STUDENTS I KNu4 TALK AND LIKTEN BETTER -0.00THAN I DO.--

42. I'M BETTER THAN MOST STUDENTS AT KNOWING -0.10HOW OTHERS-fEEL: ------ --41. I ADAPT AND ADJUST WELL TO THE REACTIONS OF -0.30PEOPLEI'M TALKING TO.
W. I' NLT AS INTEF.ESTING AS PjST STUDENTS IN -0.40THIS CLASS.

.7- I 4...:107 H..!E JCH To DI, wITH THE STUDENTS -0.43I. 1-IS CL45.5 JNCE IT'S JVE%.
35. i JSJALLY TP, TD GET OTHERS TD DO THINGS MY -0.40i.AY.
25. ; JFTE'. FI,NG IT JIFFICULT TO EXPRESS WHAT I -0.53FEEL INSIDE OF ME.
13. ANEN I FEEL I'M RIGHT, I SPEAK UP. -0.5010. IN GENERAL, I LEARN" alICKLY-AND 'EASILY. -3.6325. OTHER STUDENTS CON T SEEM TO UNDERSTAND MY -0.70THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS.
27. OTHER STUDENTS THINK I'M SMART. -0.7043. I'M 'BETTER AT-SOME-THINGS-THAN 'MOST-OF THE ---0.70STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS.
12. WHEN OTHER STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS At'E -0.70HAVING PROBLEMS, I FIGURE IT'S NONE OF MY

BUSINESS
16. 1 DON'T LIKE TO TALK ABOUT MYSELF. -0.8020. IT'S HARD FOR ME TO Ttay OTHERS INTO DOING -0.50THINGS.
S. MY FEELINGS ARE EASILY-HUR-T wHal 'OTHER z-0.80'STUDENTS PUT ME ODwN.
17. IT BOTHERS ME wHEN OTHER STUDENTS DON'T -1.00LIKE WHAT I'M DOING.
38. I THINK THE TEACHER-SHUULD MAKE STUDENTS- -1.10OBEY CLASS RULES.
T. I TEND TO GIVE IN RATHER EASILY WHEN OTHERS -1.20PUT PRESSUc.E ON ME.

25. I DON'T LIKE TO ARGUE WITH OTHER STUDENTS. -1.4032. OTHER STUDENTS SEEM T.5 IGNORE ME. -1.6014. I FEEL UNEASY AROUN0 MOST STUDENTS IN THIS -1.60CLASS.
45. WHEN SOMETHING REALLY UPSETS ME,' I MUST -1.70TALK TO SOMEONE ABOUT IT.
39. I CAN DO THE ASSIGNMENTS IN THIS CLASS -2.01RATHER QUICKLY AND EASILY.


